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REMARKS 

This rcsprinac is being filed in response to on Office Action dated February 24, 2004 
Cthe Office Action'*). Claims 1, 2 and 4-7 are pending in this application, stand rejticted, and 
hiffVfi been maintBined unchanged- Applicant lespectftiUy requests reconsideratinji of the piesent 
application in light gf the following lemarks. ' 

The Jnne 15> 2004 In tgrvicw 

Applicants would like to take this oppnTtimity to thank Examitier Dicus and Supervisory 
Examiner Kejly for the courtesies extended to their repreaentative during the June 1 5, 2004 
interview. During the interview. Applicants' representative and the Examiners discussed U.S. 
Patent Nn. 5.489,466 to Indba et al. {"Inaba"), U.S. Patent No. 5,747,157 to Hashimoto ct al. 
Cmshimoto") and U.S. Patent No. 6,607,806 to Kato et al. C'Kato"). Applicants' representative 
and the Examiners came to an agreement that the rejection of the pending claims over Inaha, 
Hashimoto and Kato would be withdrawn. This indication is noted with appreciation. 

The Rrirrtinn^ Under 35 U-S.Q !5 103 

Claims 1 , 2, and 4-7 wcrn if je.ctcd imder 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in the Office Action as being 

obvious over Infiha and Hashimoto in view of Ka.to- 

Dimng the interview, Apphcante respectfully asserted that neither Inaba nor Hashimoto, 
takrn alonc Or in YieW of Kato, teach or fiUfigesi the InventiDn. With rt^anJ to Inaba, the 
Examiner asserted in the Office Action that Inaba aic allcgftdly made of the same material, and 
theiBfore, that they are functional equivalents. With regard to Hashimoto, ttie Exajniner aUeged 
that Hafihimoto teaches a m^enetic Tccording medium that removes dust and flutf accumvJation. 
The Examinf^rthcn asserted that Kato teacheg the number, height, and distribution of protrusions, 
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which are lacking in bmba and Hftahimoto, and that it would have been obvinus to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the magnetic recording mcdinin nf Tnaba and/ot Hashimoto to 
provide a cleaning property. ApplicanU respectfully traycrJied these assertions, 

Applicajxts respectfully asserted that Jnaha and Haahimoto are fundamentally different 
&om the invention. Neither Inaba nor H/istiimoto teaches a cleaning medium, ^ih surface 
protrusions, wliich will clean a magnetic head, as does the present invention. Both Inaba and 
HafihimotD arc. directed to magnetic recording media, and their objectives incJudc sm&cc 
smoothness, which are in contraBt to the objectives of the invention. Therefore, Iniiba and 
H^iRhimoto do not teach or eugRest the invention or it5 objectives and arc fundamentally different 
from the invention. Accordingly, it would not Iw ve been obvious to aomeono filcilled in the ait to 
modify the teachings of Inaba or H?ishimoto to obtain*© invention and its results. 

Therft are meaningful differences between a cleaning layer and the surface nf tiic Inab;i 
and Hashimoto recording tapes. As claimed, the cleaning layer has prolmsinns on the surface. 
Inaba and Hashimoto leek these protmsione. Moreover, as the rcfrTr.flrc3 arc concerned wi* 
smooth continuous and uniform contact with the head fnr proper recording and playback, there 
would be no reason to add the claimed prolnisions to the surface of the tape, and thus, teach 
away from adding such protnisions. 

Furtbennore, bwha and Hashimoto fail to teach or suggest the necessary cleaning 
elements of the invention. T^amely* both Inaba and Hashimoto do not teach a cleaning layer that 
has "5 tn RO protrusions leaving a height of from 35 to 100 nm per 900 Mjn*"- Tiie presence of 5 
to 80 protniaions of the specified height and disMbnticm helps achieve on appropriate cleaning 
performance to an MR bead, which Inaba and Hashimoto fail to teach or suggesl. Instead, both 
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Inaba and Hashimcto rlisr.losc that exoellent sm<?9tb?£Si of the surface is desirable, and ftcrefore 
teach away fiom the presence of protrusions on the surface of the medium. 

Brrftusc of Ifae fimdaiaentftUy different nature of &e magnetic Tecoiding medium of Inaba 
and Hashimoto flpm the invention, it would agt have bee.a obvious to one akiU«d iix the art to 
modify the teiichings of Inaba or Hashimotn to provide the protrusions of the hrvention in order I 
to obtain the desh'ed cleaning perfomiancc with reduced head abrasion. 

Regarding I-fashimoto, the Examiner oasarted in the Office Action thai Hashimoto teaches 
a magnetic recording tncdimn that removw dust and fluff accumulation. However. Applicants 
respectfiilJy assert thttt Hashimoto does not teach a magnetic recnrding medium that removes 
dtist W fluff. Fust, Hashimoto Mls to teach the specified protrusions having the specified 
dislribution. emd the incorporation of an aJiphatic wid amide, aliphatic add and aliphatic acid 
ester. Hashimoto does not describe a medium suitable for removing dust and fluff. Second, 
Haahiinoto does not desciibr that the mflgnetic recording medhim rcmoycs dust and fluff 
accumulation as? the Examiner asserted is taught in colmim 16, lines 36-68 and T«ble 2. Rather, 
the cited portions merely appear to indicate that dust and fluff does not accumulate. The 
ohse^^tions were limited to "acceptable^, «hich mennt "^o dust and fluff were observed" and 
•'unacceptable". wWcb meant "dust and fluff wpre, visually observed". Hashimoto does not teach 
amoving dust and fluff, but a magnetic recording medium that does not BBjducj visible dust aivl 
fluff accumulation. Acrortlingly, it would not have been obvious to someone skilled in the art to 
modify the teFirhings of Hashimoto to obtain a cleaning medium as piovidcd in the invention. 

Rftgapding Kato. Applicants respectfiilly assert thai, .similar to Inaba and l lesbimoto, Kato 
is ftnidamcntftlly different from die invention and ha.* nbjectives that would make it imFobable 
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for someone skilled in the art to modify Kato's teachings to obtain either the invention or the 
results obtained by the invention. Kato is directed to a magnetic recording medium having 
excellent still durability and head staining characteristics, and not to obtaining a cleaning 
medium that has liigh cleaning power for a magnetic head, does not scratch a magnetic head, and 
minimizes head abrasion, Furtbeimore, Kato fails to teach or suggest providing t]ie specified 
number and height of the protrusions for the purpose of engaging the recording he;id for cleaning 
or that in order to achieve the appropriate cleaning performance for an MR head. Rather, Kato is 
directed to a magnetic recording medium in which smoothness is desirable, and any protrusions 
are minimized to maintain smoothness (col. 10, lines 48-56). Therefore Kato is fiindamentally 
different from the invention and it would not have been obvious to someone skilled in the art to 
modify Kato's teachings to produce the invention and to obtain its results. 

All of the references, Inaba, Hashimoto and Kato, are directed to optimizing the 
performance of a magnetic recording medium, and therefore teach away from the invention. 

Accordingly, Inaba and Hashimoto taken in light of each other and/or Kato fail to teach 
all the elements of the invention. None of these references teach providing the specified 
protrusions on the surface of a cleaning medium, more specifically, the specified j^rotrusions in 
order to achieve the appropriate cleaning performance. 

For all the foregoing reasons, favorable reconsideration and withdrawal ol* this rejection 
are respectfully requested. 
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Applicants respectfuDy $ubmit that all outstaoding rejections have ]ieen addressed 
and arc now eitlier overcome or moot. Applicants further submit fh/il all claims pending in this 
application are paleotable over the prior art. FavnraWc reconsidcratjon and withdrawd of those 
iejection£ and objectians is irspcctfiOly requested. 

Favorable considm^iinn and prompt allowance of this applicatioa is vespdctfully 
requested. In thp event that there arc any queationg, or should additional infoimaiion be required, 
please do not hesitate to cowtact Applicants' attorney at the number listed below. 

RespectfiUly siibTOitt^d^ 




Matthew W, Sieeptf, Efiq. 
RegifitralionNo. 32,^1 
Attorney for Applicams 
STROOCK Sl STROOCK & LAV AN, LLP 
ISO Maiden Lane 
New York, New Y^Y 1003H'4982 
(212) «06-5400 
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